Appl. No. 10/677,583 

Amdt. dated May 25, 2007 

Reply to Office action of March 27, 2007 

REMARKS 

Applicants have received the Office action dated March 27, 2007, in which 
the Examiner: 1) rejected claims 3 and 4 as allegedly anticipated by Sharma et 
al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,647,469, hereinafter "Sharma"); and 2) rejected claims 12, 14 
and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable over Sharma in view 
of Mishler (U.S. Pat. No. 5,283,883, hereinafter "Mishler"). 

With this Response, Applicants cancel claims 12, 14 and 16. 
Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 
I. ART-BASED REJECTIONS 

A. Claim 3 

Claim 3 stands rejected as allegedly anticipated by Sharma. 

Claim 3 specifically recites, "wherein said I/O bridge includes a DMA 

device that supports both in-order and out-of-order DMA read and write streams 

of data blocks." With respect to this limitation, the Office action cites Sharma 

Col. 7, line 65 - Col. 8, line 9, reproduced immediately below for convenience. 

Cache unit 315 connects to multiple I/O buses each through a 
distinct I/O bus interface 320. The I/O bus interface 320 takes a 
Direct Memory Access (DMA) read request, or DMA write request 
and forwards it to the appropriate cache unit 315. For example, I/O 
device 325 connects to the I/O bus interface 330 through the I/O bus 
335. The I/O bus interface 330 is connected to cache unit 340 which, 
in turn, is connected to processor bus interface 305 via internal bus 
310 and then to the processor bus 120. From the processor bus 120, 
a read or write request can be passed to the system memory 
controller 120 and to main memory 135. 

(Sharma Col. 7, line 65 - Col. 8, line 9). The cited location does not discuss in- 
order or out-of-order DMA read and write streams. For this reason alone the 
anticipation rejection should be withdrawn. 

In an attempt to address the shortcomings of the express teachings of 
Sharma regarding a I/O bridge handling out-of-order data blocks, the Office cites 
to Applicants' Detailed Description, and in particular a discussion of a processor 
executing instructions out-of-order. It is fundamentally improper to cite the 
Detailed Description of an application in rejecting claims of the same application. 
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The teachings of one's Detailed Description are not prior art. (35 U.S.C. § 102). 
For this additional reason the rejection should be withdrawn and the claims set for 
issue. 

Even if it is hypothetically assumed proper to cite one's own Detailed 
Description against claims of the same application (which is clearly improper and 
therefore not admitted proper), the fact that a processor can execute instructions 
out-of-order is irrelevant to and has no bearing on a DMA device in an I/O bridge 
supporting in-order and out-of-order read and write streams. For this additional 
reason the rejection is improper and should be withdrawn. 

Further still, Sharma's arbitration/protocol unit arbitrates between I/O 
devices coupled to an I/O bus. (Sharma's Col 10, lines 27-45; Figure 6). That is, 
the arbitration/protocol unit decides which I/O device coupled to a particular bus is 
authorized to communicate with an I/O bus interface. Such an arbitration has no 
bearing on whether the I/O bus interface 32 (and/or the host I/O bridge 140 within 
which the I/O bus interface 320 resides) has the ability to support "both in-order 
and out-of-order DMA read and write streams of data blocks." 

Based on the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 3, as well 
as claim 4 which depends from claim 3, should be in a condition for allowance. 

II. CLAIM CANCELLATIONS 

With this Response, Applicants cancel claims 12, 14 and 16 without 
prejudice to later asserting those claims, such as in a continuation application. 

III. CONCLUSION 

In the course of the foregoing discussions, Applicants may have at times 
referred to claim limitations in shorthand fashion, or may have focused on a 
particular claim element. This discussion should not be interpreted to mean that 
the other limitations can be ignored or dismissed. The claims must be viewed as 
a whole, and each limitation of the claims must be considered when determining 
the patentability of the claims. Moreover, it should be understood that there may 
be other distinctions between the claims and the cited art which have yet to be 
raised, but which may be raised in the future. 
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Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and that a timely Notice of 
Allowance be issued in this case. It is believed that no extensions of time or fees 
are required, beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents 
accompanying this paper. However, in the event that additional extensions of 
time are necessary to allow consideration of this paper, such extensions are 
hereby petitioned under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a), and any fees required (including 
fees for net addition of claims) are hereby authorized to be charged^TWewlett- 
Packard Development Company's Deposit Account No. 08-202&: / 
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